Experimental protocol design
The protocol is divided into two distinct phases. Figure  1 ; P = 0.0001). After 1 h, VO2 plateaued in all the experiments and in each patient.
As expected, the 5-h DIT was higher with the bigger load than with the smaller one. Before refeeding, the 2.92-Mi load DIT was 158% higher than the 1 .25-MJ load DIT (Table  4 ;
During early refeeding, it became 181% higher than that of the smaller load (P = 0.002).
The increase in heat production followed a different pattern with regard to energy intake: the VO2 (and thus DIT) plateaued for the 2.92-Mi load from 60 to 1 80 mm whereas a VO2 peak was observed at 60 mm for the 1 .25-Mi load ( Figure  1 ).
More interesting was the difference in DIT between the two phases for the same load. For all patients and for the two loads, DIT was significantly higher after than before refeedimg (Figure 2 and Table 4 ). For both loads respectively, the 0-300-mn DIT was 45%
and 67% higher during early refeeding than before (P < 0.002).
This energy expenditure represented 36%
and 24% of the input of the low-and high-energy loads, respectively, in the semistarvation state, and 52% and 41% of these loads, respectively, in the refeeding phase. When LBM values were derived from impedance data (Figure 3) , DIT:LBM values were significantly higher after the start of refeeding than before it (P < 0.01 , for the 1 .25-Mi load, and P < 0.001 for the high-energy one). Use of data from anthropometry did not modify these results.
The increment in
DIT did not correlate with LBM change. As shown in Figure  3 , the RQ decreased significantly by the end of the load infusion as compared with preload values (P 0.007).
This was true for both periods and loads. The preprandial variation of RQ was not related to the load: similar values were noted for the two loads. Then RQ values rose significantly.
The mean peak RQ value was obtained at 60-120 ruin, a little bit later with the 2.92-Mi load than with the low one.
Moreover, RQ was lower during semistarvation than with refeeding (P < 0.05; Figure  3 ). 
DISCUSSION

